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Abstract
This paper explores the controversial Internet site Napster, which, in its
original form, allowed its members to swap songs between their computers in
a digital format for free. Users loved the access to a wide variety of songs, but
the site divided the artist community and the music industry.
Using statements made by artists on the subject, this paper gives
insight into why people took a position for or against Napster. In addition,
rappers Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore, who are on opposite sides of the Napster
debate, are explored in depth. Their backgrounds and different upbringings
have shaped them as individuals, and these factors likely played a role in
their beliefs concerning Napster.
This paper explores the free version of Napster, not the pay-per-song
version which emerged in 2003.
Introduction
Ask most people, and they undoubtedly have an opinion on the original
Napster. In less than a two-year period, a simple, free Web software program
created by an 18-year-old college dropout sent shockwaves through the legal,
music, educational and social worlds. It has changed the way millions of
people use the Internet, and later made the music industry re-evaluate how it
sells and distributes its products. 1
In addition to the creation of a new avenue for music fans to select
and acquire songs, a deep divide about the propriety of the original Napster
unfolded. Clearly, some were in support of the new technology and others
were against it. A public debate, clearly articulated by rappers Dr. Dre and
Chuck D, left many arguing about the legal and social implications of this new
frontier. Their arguments had both sociological and social psychological
significance: Napster and the feelings it conjured up were rooted in the
nature of the music business itself -- how artists were paid, how record
companies made a profit, and how music fans gained access to songs.
However, the debate also illustrated how individual experiences and
ideologies were brought to the table in this debate, and how these personal
histories affected and strengthened opinions about Napster on both sides.
The issues the old form of Napster stirred up are relevant today, even
though it is no longer available as a free service. The attitudes of several
. Thi~ paper addre~~e~ the free Yer~i\'n of ;-':ap~ter. After the company declared ~ankruptcy in
2002. it emer1=ed a~ a pay ~enicc in 2003.
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artists toward this former version of Napster can be applied in a broader
sense to the concept of peer-to-peer sharing and artists' rights in general. It is
clear that although Napster got the brunt of the scrutiny, artists would feel the
same way about any free song-swapping service. These issues still exist,
despite Napster's and several competitors' emergence as a pay-per-song
business, especially since music fans still have several avenues by which to
obtain free music over the Internet.
In its original form, Napster was a music file-swapping service that
facilitated the exchange of songs from person to person via their computers.
"The idea behind the Napster system was to try and allow the people who had
these music files on their workstation to share them with other people --
connecting you with someone else who has what you want," creator Shawn
Fanning explained to the VH1 music television network (Behind the Music
2001 ).
Although it was one of many music free swapping tools on the Internet
(several of which still exist today), Napster was the most popular and well-
known service. In a few months, Napster had outpaced some of the Internet's
most popular sites, such as mtv.com, and the site for The New York Times
newspaper, with an average of 315,000 users each day (Segal, 2000). And
more generally, MP3, the format in which most digital music is stored, was the
most popular search keyword on the Internet, at the time, bypassing those
one would have expected to rank toward the top (and they did): "sex" and
"Pamela Anderson" (Razek, 2000).
.3
"Love it or hate it, that's what Napster has done: changed the world,"
Time magazine reported on October 2, 2000 (Greenfield 2000). "It has forced
record companies to rethink their business models and record-company
lawyers and recording artists to defend their intellectual property."
As of December 2000, Napster boasted a membership of more than 38
million music lovers (Behind the Music 2001). By June 2001, Napster was
cited by Jupiter Media Matrix as one of the four sites that take up more than
half of surfing time spent on-line, joining Web heavyweights such as Yahoo,
America Online, and Microsoft (Regan 2001).
Judging by Napster's wildfire-like growth, it was an idea whose time
had come. At the time of its inception, there were already several places on
the Internet a music lover could go to find MP3 files, but the ease of use, real-
time trading and extensive catalog availability could not be easily found in a
single spot. Napster was one of the first programs to allow the masses easy
access to such a large directory of digital music files. No longer did you have
to be an Internet expert to play music on your computer.
But all was not well outside the digital domain. As Napster's user base
expanded exponentially, people in the music industry and the general public
began to realize its power and importance. Every stakeholder had an opinion
and the stakeholders were many. Napster investors and staff members
obviously wanted to see the program flourish, as did the ever-growing number
of users; however, the major record companies saw the program as a threat
to their livelihoods and a blatant form of copyright infringement. Though many
artists who spoke publicly about Napster were against it, there was also a
vocal group that counted itself among Napster's biggest supporters.
Individual artists and bands, such as Metallica and Dr. Ore, and the
several recording companies that make up the RIAA (Recording Industry
Association of America) filed lawsuits accusing Napster of contributing to
massive copyright infringement. Both Metallica and Dr. Ore then forced
Napster to block users who had illegally uploaded their songs.
"Napster hijacked our music without asking. They never sought our
permission. Our catalog of music simply became available for free download
on the Napster system," said Metallica frontman Lars Ulrich (Behind the
Music 2001). Similarly, rapper/producer Dr. Ore likened the program to
literally taking food out of his children's mouths (Behind the Music 2001).
At the same time, another group of artists had come out in support of
the idea of Napster and what it promoted. Dave Matthews, for example,
released an advance of his single, "I Did It," on Napster, and despite this
availability, it promptly went to number one when the album was officially
released in 2001. Limp Bizkit, another tremendously popular artist, allowed
Napster to sponsor a series of free concerts the band headlined in the
summer of 2000. Chuck 0, an outspoken rap artist, producer and author,
made the radio and television circuit touting Napster as the wave of the
future. And vocal supporters of Napster, such as the Offspring, and
alternative rock band, even went so far as to begin selling t-shirts and other
merchandise featuring the Napster logo. Offspring posted on its Web site as a
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response to the brewing controversy: "We happen to be of the school of
thought that it is nice to have more, not less, fans." (Wall of Sound, 2000).
It might be surprising at first to see such dissimilar reactions from
artists regarding Napster. At least in the music world, Napster, and the issues
surrounding it, has taken on an air of urgent importance. Are there specific
factors that lead to these artists' opinions? This paper will address this
question in two ways. First, I will look for themes in several dozen published
artist statements on Napster for insight into why they take a position for or
against Napster and the issue of copyright. Second, I will explore two artists
and their lives more in depth. These two artists, Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore, are
both old school rap pioneers, yet they have very different views on Napster.
Different backgrounds, life experiences and ingrained beliefs have shaped
them as individuals, and these factors likely played a role in which side of the
fence the artists find themselves.
Either way, one can not argue the impact this program has had on
Internet and music culture. The legal controversy ultimately led to an
explosion of paid subscription sites, such as iTunes, which emerged in 2003.
The paid sites were unveiled just as sales of traditional music CDs were
dropping. The music industry finally saw potential in a medium it had
previously all but ignored: more than 19.2 million digital tracks were sold -
legally -- in the second half of 2003 (Veiga 2004). Nevertheless, in the year
2004 it was still relatively easy to conduct file-sharing operations on the
Internet. Larger programs, such as Kazaa and Gnutella, as well as smaller
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ones, still operate. Lawsuits from record companies have so far not scared
everyone from this method of obtaining free music.
It is important to first understand how Napster worked, in its original
form, and to consider the laws surrounding its use, in order to put artists'
reactions in a proper context. In the legal case against it, how the program
worked became an important factor. The next few chapters discuss these
factors.
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What Was Napster?
Napster was a relatively simple program when compared to some of
the latest programming technology. A combination of an instant messaging
system and a search engine, with the file sharing capabilities of Windows, it
was created rather quickly once the idea emerged (Greenfeld, 2000).
Because a community was exchanging directly with its members, Napster
was an example of what is referred to as peer-to-peer (P2P) technology. 3
This kind of technology was new to the mainstream when the free
Napster emerged. Because the Internet could instantly transmit files to
millions of people, peer-to-peer technology was a larger force in song trading
that in the past, where one could realistically trade his or her music collection
to a limited number of people. Now, one's music collection was available to
anyone who wanted it.
Once the free software was downloaded on an individual's machine, a
person could log onto Napster's server, which cataloged a list of available
songs for download at that moment. It is important to note that Napster's
library of songs was constantly in flux because they were selected from the
hard drives of all users who are online at the time. A user could search for a
2 Napster will be described in the past tense here. It still exists as a company as of this publication. but
it is now a pay service. This paper addresses the free \ersion.
1 It is important to note that i'iapster was not the only site that allowed music exchange. but was by far
the most used. the ml1st publicized. and the most scrutinized.
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song by artist, keyword or title, and if a match was made, each instance was
shown. Sometimes there could be several copies of the song requested;
sometimes there could be no match. After a successful search, a Napster
member could choose to download the song from any of the users who have
the song listed. Napster then directly connected the two computers, and the
file exchange was made. Since Napster did not actually store any of the
tracks, it never possessed or stored any of the material, whether copyrighted
or not. This later became a key legal argument for Napster representatives.
To assist in getting the song the fastest way possible, tracks were
categorized by connection speed: a red circle signified a slow connection,
while a yellow or green circle meant a faster one. 4 The software was capable
of simultaneous downloads and uploads.
The overwhelming majority of files on Napster were stored in the MP3
format. MP3, which is short for MPEG Audio Layer 3, is a file-shrinking format
that allows for compression of digital files without sacrificing sound quality. 5
This technology was originally developed in Germany by the Fraunhofer
Institute (mp3.com 2001), and in recent years has exploded in popularity.
Downloaded songs were archived in a separate file on the user's hard
drive. From there, the songs could be played through the computer's
speakers or burned onto a CD, as well as be ready for upload if another
member of the Napster community requested the song. In addition,
4 Thi~ identificati0n ~y~tem wa~ n0t alway~ accurate becau~e the u~er de~ignated hi~ or her c0nnecti0n
~I'eed when he N ~he originally ~igns up fN ~ap~ter.
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technology released around the same time allowed users to store their files
on a portable mp3 player, which is similar to a Walkman.
Time magazine summed up Napster's simplicity and impact, just
as the legal heat was surfacing:
For its users, Napster has become another appliance, like a
toaster or washing machine. Call it a music appliance: log on,
download, play songs. The simplicity of the program is part of its
genius. Since he took only three months to write the source code,
Fanning says he didn't have time to make it more complicated. He
had to learn Windows programming in addition to Unix seNer code,
which he had taught himself. It is exceedingly rare for one
programmer to excel at client and seNer applications, but Fanning
had no choice. "l had to focus on functionality, to keep it real simple,"
he says in his gravelly monotone. "With a few more months, I might
have added a lot of stuff that would have screwed it up. But in the
end, I just wanted to get the thing out (Greenfield 10/2/2000 63).
As stated before, the sheer scale of trading that occurred
through peer-to-peer sharing led those with a financial stake in the music
industry to fear a loss of money and control of their property. Those who
might have been willing to look the other way at those who copied individual
cassette tapes and compact discs suddenly saw their livelihoods being
greatly affected. In addition, the technology also offered the music industry a
legal maneuver it never had before: the ability to collect user names and go
after individuals who trade music personally.
While the artists who were against Napster for financial reasons were
just as likely to be against copying CDs and tapes, there was not a crusade to
have the duplicating stop until Napster and other peer-to-peer systems came
along. Some artists, such as Chuck 0, embraced the new technology, even
< ~IPEG i~ an acr0nym f0f ~IL~\-ing Picture~ ExpeT1~ Group. an I.'fganizati0n that w0rk~ intematil'nally
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posting their own songs for download on the Internet, and others, such as Dr.
Ore, shunned it. It is clear that the new technology gave renewed life to the
legal and philosophical debate about how the music industry operates.
to ~et the ~tandard~ for vidc0 and aud i0 in the digital iNm (mp.lc0m ::001 \.
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Who Was Using Napster?
The legal battle and threats by artists, in addition to the drain on
bandwidth and computing resources, caused Napster to be banned at 40
percent of U.S. colleges (Greenfeld 2000) in its first several months of
operation. But students were still using it, especially younger ones. For
example, the Fall 2000 academic computing survey at Harvard University
reported that 87 percent of the class of 2004 was using Napster at that time,
and 61 percent of those reported that they used it regularly (Harvard 2000).
The chart below, labeled Figure 1, shows these surprising statistics:
Table 1
Harvard University Undergraduate Computing Survey
Class Never Occasionally Regularly
2001 40% 33% 26%
2002 29% 32% 40%
2003 17% 35% 49%
2004 14% 26% 61%
Total 24% 31% 45%
(FaJl2000)
It is quite likely that if Napster had stayed online in its free format, that
the numbers would have continued to grow exponentially, at least among that
age group. Colleges around the country reported that students were using
public labs and dorm room computers to download songs for hours. which
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clogged network infrastructures and caused some schools to upgrade their
systems, and some to ban it altogether.
There appeared to be a generation difference among Napster users.
While most younger people had embraced it, as shown above, many people
over 30 didn't bother with Napster, or any other music swapping service. "I
tried Napster. I didn't like it. It's too much work. You have your job, your life,
your family, your friends. Sitting on the Internet for four hours to download
something isn't going to happen," 32-year-old Kristina Estund reported to VH1
(Behind the Music 2000). Similarly, a survey released in June 2001 by
"@plan" revealed that 77 percent of the online population aged 18 to 24
believes that Napster and Internet music accessibility was a good thing that
would lead to increased music sales to a larger audience. The majority of
those over 35, however, believed it was a direct violation of the law (Napoli
2001 ).
Further, most people who used Napster did not feel bad about the fact
that they were downloading potentially infringing material. In a Time magazine
poll (conducted during the heat of the battle in the year 2000), asking: "Are
you a Music Bandit?" 39.37 percent responded that they didn't do anything
illegal when they downloaded music; 44.14 percent admitted they
downloaded songs irrespective of the legal issues, and only 16.47 percent
said Napster users were wrong, and that they personally would never steal
from an artist (2000).
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Rolling Stone magazine argues that there will always be a minority of
people who steal music. In fact, when cassette tapes came out, the same
debate took place. But the magazine also points out that most artists make
their money by touring, and that these particular music zealots will spend
money on concert tickets and apparel even if they download music (Kushner,
2000), therefore lining the artists' pockets more than from the sale of their
records.
And it seemed that many of these zealots who download were also
buying CDs anyway during Napster's free period. The music industry had a
record-breaking year in 2000, with 785.1 million units sold (up four percent
from 1999) (Associated Press 2000). However, a later study suggested that
sales at record stores near college campuses have dropped four percent.
Napster CEO Hank Barry disputed the conclusion one could draw from this
statistic: he attributed the downturn to online shopping for music at Internet
superstores, such as Blockbuster.com and Amazon.com, rather than the use
of Napster (Gomes, 2000). It seems that Barry was only partially correct: the
record industry continued a downward spiral in sales for the next few years,
dropping over 100 million units from 2001 to 2002. This trend continued in
2003, but paid service digital track sales helped sales from dropping even
further (Veiga 2004).
Another study published by Jupiter Communications suggests that
people who music-share over the Internet are 45 percent more likely to
purchase additional music the traditional way (Harris, 2000). As stated before.
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it's the same argument that's been around for a few years. In 1996, Robert
Burnett, author of The Global Jukebox, argued about cassette taping that
"even the industry's research lends little in the way of support for the 'taping is
theft' thesis ... those who only tape selections from albums outnumber those
who only tape complete albums two to one (p.90)."
There are a few possibilities to explain why music fans were still
buying music when nearly anything could be found online: perhaps they are
only downloading songs from CDs that they already own so they can listen on
a computer. Or, they could be finding new artists for the first time online, and
then later they could decide to buy their CDs if they enjoy the music a
particular artist produces. Finally, a user could look to sample an album of an
artist they're familiar with to see if an entire disc is worth the money. Burnett
refers to these people as active listeners (p. 90), and he argued that these are
the people who tend to spend more money at the record store, and at
concerts.
Regardless of whether or not people liked to use Napster, its ability to
exist and operate depended on the laws that governed it. The next section will
briefly discuss the legality of digital music and copyright law.
15
The Legal Debate and Business Interests
The legality (or illegality) of Napster and how it operated is still being
determined by the court system. How the program worked and how music
was obtained by users affected the opinions of artists and other stakeholders,
in the music industry. The legal fight and issues surrounding the industry led
to an evaluation of the music industry itself. Seemingly basic issues, such as
who owns the music once it is released, were debated in public. As discussed
in later chapters, Chuck D believes the people own the music once it is
created. Dr. Dre says that he does.
Listeners who copy music can be on either side of the fence. If they
believe they have the right to music, they will copy it without guilt. Those who
disagree can still copy tracks to save money. Carolyn Brown of eBusiness
(2001) cites data which shows that pirated content created and reproduced in
2000 was twice the amount of legal, purchased content in the recording
industry.
In order to understand the original Napster and the debate that goes
with it, it is important to understand the basics regarding the law on
intellectual property and copyright. While this might not be the sole factor that
guided both artists and users to form an opinion on the right of Napster to
exist, it certainly plays a large part.
Perhaps most importantly from the songwriters' and the music
industry's point of view is the concept of intellectual property. Simply put,
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intellectual property protects the creators of new works. If some sort of
protection of intellectual property was not in place, artists, inventors and
others would not have a lot of incentive to add to their fields. Author James
Boyle refers to this as "legal monopoly (xii, 1996)."
"Suppose I spend two years and fifty thousand dollars creating a
software program that can be copied for the price of a diskette .... 1 sell one
copy of the program ... and then find the market has disappeared (Boyle, xi-
xii)." New creative work might then be created as a hobby or act of altruism,
rather than a lucrative profession.
The copyright of a song generally lasts until 70 years beyond the death
of its author. The person or company who owns the copyright can request
payment whenever the song is sold. Often through legal agreements or
contracts with the writer of a song, the publisher receives the payment (Frith,
1981 132). These payments are separate from performance royalties, from
which the performing artist directly benefits.
The majority of songs that Napster users were passing back and forth
were undisputedly copyrighted material. Napster employees knew this, and in
an effort to protect itself, Napster issued its own copyright policy, which ran
prominently on its Web site. The exact text follows:
Napster does not, and cannot, control what content is available
to others using the Napster browser. Napster users decide what
content to make available to others using the Napster browser, and
what content to download. Users are responsible for complying with
all applicable federal and state laws applicable to such content,
including copyright laws....As a condition to your account with
Napster, you agree that you will not use the Napster service to
infringe the intellectual property rights of others in any way. Napster
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will terminate the accounts of users who are repeat offenders of the
copyrights, or other intellectual property rights, of others (Zittrain
2000).
Napster recognized that many infringing acts were taking place on its
system, but the company's lawyers argued that it would be nearly impossible
to police its directories, especially since the content never truly resided on its
own server. However, when Metallica and Dr. Ore independently culled and
then provided lists of user names that had downloaded music from these
artists on the system, Napster blocked those users from the service, but
allowed those who felt they were blocked in error to petition to be reinstated.
Soon after, users began trying to skirt the system by naming restricted
song title files with misspellings, or even Pig Latin, to allow the copyrighted
songs to continue to be traded. The most ambitious users were usually able
to find what they wanted after a few attempts.
In its legal arguments, Napster maintained that legal precedent should
allow for the Web site to remain online. The Sony Betamax case (Sony Corp.
vs. Universal Studios Inc.), for example, served as Napster's chief argument
in the courts. The famous lawsuit centers around the videocassette recorder
and its ability to infringe on copyright (e.g. taping movies, sporting events, or
television shows by a VCR owner for archiving or for later use). The court
ruled that even though the technology could be used for that purpose, there
were other, substantial uses for VCRs that did not cause infringement.
In Sony Corp. v. Universal Studios, Inc. 464 U.S. 417 (1984).
the Supreme Court held (by a vote of five justices to four) that the
manufacturer of a device that is employed to infringe the copyrights of
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others is liable for contributory copyright infringement if and only if the
device is not "capable of substantial noninfringing uses." The Court
then ruled that the use of a VCR for "time-shifting" - i.e., to copy a
copyrighted television program for the purpose of replaying it only
once at a later time - violates section 106 of the Copyright Act but is
nevertheless excused as a "fair use" by section 107 of the Act. (By
contrast, the Court implied that the use of a VCR for "Iibrarying" - i.e.,
to copy a copyrighted program for the purpose of replaying it more
than once - is not excused as "fair use.") Because VCRs are
commonly used for "time-shifting," the devices plainly are "capable" of
a significant noninfringing use, and the manufacturers consequently
are not liable for contributory infringement (Fisher, 2001).
"The court was saying, in effect, that society shouldn't be deprived of a
potentially useful new technology just because of a few bad apples (Gomes,
2000)". The same conclusion could likewise be made about Napster; for
example, there are unheard, unsigned artists that could use Napster as an
inexpensive way to promote themselves and their material, which Napster
lawyers (and a small, but vocal group of artists) argued was a substantial
non-infringing use. In addition, Napster attorney David Boies told Time
magazine that the law "does not distinguish between large-scale and small-
scale sharing or lending (Brown, 2001 )," so the fact that Napster was an
outlet for others to share with a larger network shouldn't make a difference. In
other words, if a person shows a taped sitcom to one friend or five in his or
her living room, it was the same act.
The plaintiffs in the case felt otherwise. They argued that Napster was
committing contributory infringement as well as vicarious infringement.
"Contributory infringement occurs when a secondary party to copyright
infringement knows or has reason to know that direct infringement is
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occurring on its systems or premises (Pfaffenberger, 2001 )." Vicarious
infringement is an outgrowth of contributory infringement. It states that a party
is aware that contributory infringement is occurring, but chooses not to stop it
because there is profit to be made by looking the other way (Pfaffenberger,
2001 ).
The recording industry did not accuse Napster of committing direct
infringement, stating that that the direct infringement was occurring when the
users were swapping files. However, since direct infringement must exist to
have vicarious and contributory infringement, Napster argued that its users
were protected under fair use. And even if users were found to be infringing,
they argued that the Sony vs. Universal Studios case described above should
protect them (Pfaffenberger, 2001).
Another important law to consider is the Digital Millennium Copyright
Act. According to the UCLA Online Institute for Cyberspace Law and Policy,
this act "limits Internet service providers from copyright infringement liability
for simply transmitting information over the Internet.. ..Service providers,
however, are expected to remove material from users' web sites that appears
to constitute copyright infringement (2001 )." Napster attorneys used the
exemption from liability portion of the law, saying that Napster was only a
portal, and that no copyrighted material actually resided on their server; rather
the songs and other material existed on millions of its members' personal
computers. "In essence, the DMCA holds that an Internet Service Provider
cannot be held to possess 'knowledge' of direct infringement unless a
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copyright holder expressly notifies the ISP that infringing material is present
on the ISP's system. Under the DMCA's safe harbor provisions, the ISP is
sheltered from liability if the infringing material is immediately removed
(Pfaffenberger, 2001 )."
Attorney James Boyle argues that "the global reach and ease of
access that the Net offers clearly facilitate illegitimate copying. But it also
could cut down enormously on the advertising funds needed to promote an
album, and on the costs of its distribution, potentially yielding a higher
percentage return for a lower level of investment (Boyle, 1996, p. 137)."
Providing tracks and other materials on the Internet would eliminate the need
to create discs, jewel cases, and perhaps even artwork, and the shipping to
thousands of record stores all over the world would be limited. It is interesting
to note that the record industry has not yet embraced this idea in its own
business model.
Few would disagree that music as a whole is a commodity. An essay
by Simon Frith (Ed. Lull, 1992) discusses the creation and evolution of the
recording industry, and how making money became paramount to marketers.
Even though this article was written when the Net was in its infancy, Firth
discussed music piracy at length:
Record executives no longer wake up worried they were
the ones who turned down the next Michael Jackson. They've
got a worse nightmare now: They sign up the next MJ and then
make no money out of him! For every record they sell, 1,000 are
copied on tape by fans at home and 100,000 are produced
illicitly in Singapore and Taiwan! His video clips are stolen and
the world is awash with unauthorized posters and tee-shirts
(p71 )!
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Pirating has always been an issue for the music business. As
illustrated above, it's simply the method of delivery that has changed. It has
moved from album-to-tape duplication, to tape-to-tape, to compact disc-to-
compact disc, then, most recently, Internet-to-computer and computer-to-
compact disc. Despite this evolution, the industry had continued to thrive and
CD sales broke records for a few years after Napster's inception.
But it is the sheer scale of the pirating process that scares many artists
and record companies. The Internet allows the possibility of far more copying
than when a home user made tapes for his friends in his basement. One
person has the power to now "create" thousands of copies of a song - or an
entire album. One act of copyright infringement spawns others exponentially.
In addition, as each copy is reproduced, the quality of the sound suffers. No
longer would a listener have a CD-quality song.
The case against Napster has not yet gone to trial. However, in 2001,
the appellate court did not bode well for the song-swapping company. The
court decided that Napster users were not protected by the fair use act. In
addition, the appellate court agreed with the lower court stating that it is likely
that Napster was guilty of vicarious infringement (Pfaffenberger, 2001).
Contributory infringement though, will have to be determined by trial. While
the lower court did not feel the Sony case was applicable, the appellate court
did. It felt that Napster did have the potential to have non-infringing uses, so
the extent of contributory infringement, if at all, is yet to be determined
(Pfaffenberger, 2001).
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Methods
It should now be clear that there is a lot at stake when considering the
fate of online music distribution. Laws, personal and business interests, and
public perception all play important parts in the online music controversy. The
rest of this paper explores these factors and how they influence beliefs more
closely.
A set of theory-based books sets the stage for my research. Science in
Action by B. Latour (1987) discusses the process of an idea becoming a fact
and the major influence outsiders that have on the scientific process. This
idea is key when discussing individual or group belief systems in general,
even outside the scope of science. Napster, which began as a site with a
small presence on the Internet, only became controversial as more became
aware of it and formulated beliefs about its right to exist or not.
The book importantly points out that an "idea" can never become a
"fact" without a network of supporters who, through their support, allow the
idea to be heard. "Fact construction is so much a collective process that an
isolated person builds only dreams, claims and feelings, not facts (Latour
1987 41 )." In other words, something occurring in nature is only a fact if it has
supportive allies, not just its existence in nature alone. Consider that the world
was believed to be flat for so many years. It was a truth until a group of
people believed the earth was round - and then they publicized it. If a
network of people stand behind a belief, and then cause others to believe it,
then it would be so.
These networks (and the scientist himself, or in this case, individual
music artists) all bring their own agendas to the fact development process.
These agendas can be a mix of personal, moral, or scientific reasoning, or
based on a person's life experience. This occurs even though both parties
generally know and agree on certain aspects of the same facts.
Another book, Defenders of the Truth, follows a similar idea using a
hotly debated scientific issue as an example. In its discussion of the
sociobiology controversy, author Ullica Segerstrale traces the development of
the ever-changing issue throughout the years. Most importantly for this
discussion, she profiles two Harvard biologists, Edward O. Wilson and
Richard Lewontin, who take two opposite sides in the debate. Even though
they worked a floor apart in the same building at Harvard, most of their
conversations took place publicly, in print or by interview.
During the exploration of each scientist's backgrounds, as well as their
moral and religious beliefs, she explains why the two men might feel so
differently about the same issue. Segerstrale points out that both men believe
they are right; it's just the approaches to the conclusion and the assumptions
they make about the scientific process that are different. Wilson and Lewontin
are working from a different base of knowledge; in other words, everyone's
particular 'truth' varies, but each 'truth' remains his or her own. This idea,
combined with Latour's presentation, served as a model for my exploration of
the lives and beliefs of controversial rappers Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore.
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Because the specific issue of Napster is still relatively current, much of
the additional research was obtained from the Internet, magazines, television
and newspapers. There are plenty of articles on Napster - in fact, it made
headlines nearly everyday for more than a year -- but most have focused on
the legal aspects of the program, copyright law, and courtroom drama. While
some artists, such as rappers Dr. Ore and Chuck 0, have chosen to be very
vocal about the subject, others have chosen to stay silent. It is possible,
however, that many artists have decided not to comment on the issue for fear
of retribution from their record labels. Because they now have their own
labels, Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore are in currently the enviable position of running
their own shows, so to speak, though Chuck did sign with an Internet record
company to distribute some of his recent work on the Web.
Through a content analysis of the statements of dozens of artists,
retrieved largely from media interviews, organizational Web sites and band
Web sites, I will determine if there are certain themes or common threads in
artists' beliefs. I have compiled a collection of several dozen quotes or
statements from artists or their representatives culled from several different
sources in 2001, when Napster was still free and the debate was prominent in
the media. They were found after several searches on the Internet, but it must
be recognized that the artists were not contacted directly. An attempt was
made to find as many different artists who have 1) spoken out on the subject,
and 2) have had their quotes in print.
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It is important to note that due to the specialized group studied, the results
may not be generalizable to other groups of people. Music purchasers who
are not artists, for example, bring a different set of issues to the table.
The fact that some artists have stayed quiet must also be considered.
Perhaps artists whose beliefs leaned one way or the other were more apt to
stay quiet, but it is impossible to distinguish between who stayed quiet and
who simply wasn't asked. As one artist, Scott Stapp, lead singer for the rock
band Creed, stated on the current-issues Web site Salon.com, it is "taboo for
artists to speak out concerning the business side of their music. The fear has
been that the buying public, as well as other artists, would perceive this
concern as greed, and that the artists' sole purpose for creating was the
money. This perception has silenced many artists concerning MP3 and
Napster. The silence must end (2000)."
Each unit analyzed is defined as an individual quote, statement or
passage written or spoken by an artist or his/her representative. Most
statements are only a few sentences long, which is excellent for comparative
purposes. Articles and Web sites tended to list artist quotes in short, sound-bit
format. From 73 samples, every one was chosen and coded according to the
manifest and latent content in the unit, depending on the aspect of the
particular question to be answered (duplicates retrieved from different
sources were removed).
The decision to use the entire sample, rather than a random sample of
it, stems from the small overall size of the collection. (After searching through
Yahoo and Google on several occasions in 2001, results searched began to
fail to bring up new quotes, but rather duplicates and unrelated material.)
Additionally, the quotes were placed in different categories depending if they
were pro-Napster or anti-Napster to get a handle on the number (percentage)
of artists who were for or against the software.
The statements were categorized according to the themes of freedom
and control. Freedom, for the purpose of this discussion, encompasses the
idea that music is for everyone, and that more power should be given to the
listeners. In other words, music takes on a life of its own once it is created.
'Control,' from the artist or industry representative's perspective, is the idea
that artists and or the record labels should have the ultimate power over their
music, such as who can play and distribute it. This philosophy would treat
music is a closely held commodity, such as any other protected material in
the global market.
I will also touch on how money loss is a concern for some artists,
while others feel they will reap benefits of digital distribution later, possibly by
other means. For this question, I conducted a count of financially-related
words in the quotes.
In the second part of the study, I will research and discuss the
backgrounds of musicians Dr. Ore and Chuck D. The artists were chosen
because they are public figures, out on the frontlines of the Napster battle,
and can therefore be considered experts in the area of online music
distribution and how it relates to them personally and in the music industry.
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Because both artists are old-school rap pioneers, I was able to control for
genre of music for comparative purposes. For example, although Lars Ulrich
of the metal group Metallica and Courtney Love of the alterna-punk group
Hole similarly rest on different sides of the Napster issue, one could argue
that the fact that they are attracted to different styles of music could affect
their respective positions. In addition, both Dr. Ore and Chuck D. own their
own record labels.
Biographical data and first-person accounts on the two rap musicians
were obtained through various sources, such as books and articles written
about or referencing the men, television interviews with Dr. Ore, an
autobiographical book written by Chuck D., and fan, news and official artist
Web sites. I followed the two artists' lives using Segerstrale's Defenders of
the Truth (2001) as a model, and will point out factors that might have played
a role in each artist's decision to take a stand for or against Napster.
It is clear from the start that both men agree the concept of Napster as
it existed in its first generation was illegal by the standards of the U.S. judicial
system. As professionals who make a living in the music industry, it is also
clear to the men that copyright infringement was illegal. (The question in
some people's minds was whether Napster or its users were responsible for
the infractions. Later, the courts, along with successful lawsuits against
downloaders by record companies, cleared up any possible gray areas in this
regard.) But even though the two rappers knew that what was happening on
Napster was wrong, their beliefs and the life experiences they brought to the
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issues, shaped the men in very different ways. In other words, Chuck 0 and
Dr. Ore had the same perception of certain core facts but applied their own
belief system to them, achieving different results. These specific differences
will be discussed later.
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How it All Breaks Down
After categorizing artists' and artist-representatives' (managers, press
representatives) quotes regarding Napster, it was easy to see that most who
decided to speak on the topic had clear, strong feelings on the issue. Out of
73 quotes collected, 23 spoke in favor of Napster and 46 were clearly against
it. An additional four statements which didn't have an obvious determination
were placed in a "Neutral/Unsure" category. This included artists who had
positive and negative things to say about Napster, and those who did not
specifically mention a choice. 6
Rounded to the nearest tenth, 31.5 percent of the sampled quotes
were in favor of Napster; 63 percent were against it; and 5.5 percent were
categorized as neutral or unsure. In other words, more than double the artists
sampled spoke out against Napster rather than in support of it. As I stated
before, it is difficult to determine if these findings are generalizable to the
entire artist population because achieving a random sample of artists was not
possible due to their celebrity statuses; however, the study is a
comprehensive and accurate look at the feelings of those artists who chose to
speak out.
Financial considerations were often present in the artists' statements.
In 73 different artists' and musician representatives' commentary and quotes,
financial references were made 65 times. This includes the word 'money'
~ It is imp(lrtanttl1 note that \\here an artist appeared ~e\eraltimes. ('r in different articles. with quotes
aN1 ut :\ar~ter. each imtance was cpmhined te' (('unt as (lne unit fN C;1!ef(lrical purp(l~e~.
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itself, as well as references to "payment," "paycheck," and other financially
related terms. The frequency of these words in the quotes, which are usually
no more than a few sentences each, are as follows:
Table 2
Frequency of Money and Financial Terms in Napster Statements
Compensated, compensation =12 Profit(s) = 3
Paycheck = 1 Money = 20
Payment(s) = 2 Livelihood = 2
Pension =1 Pay, paid =18
Make a living = 1 Income, revenue = 3
Purchasing = 1 Finance = 1
Total: 65 (number of artist statements =73)
As the table above illustrates, there were almost as many references to
money and financial terms as there were artists or their representatives. A
majority of quotes had at least one financial reference, and many had more
than one. The artists were clearly concerned about the effect Napster would
have on money, either positively or negatively. But it is also important to note
that several artists said at the time of quote collection that they might be in
favor of a Napster-like system if changes were made to allow payment to be
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received either at the time of download or via a monthly blanket subscription
system, such as what emerged last year. 7
The financial references were also analyzed by the context of the
quote they are mentioned in to determine the meaning of their message,
rather than just a simple frequency count of terms; that is, if the keywords
were used in quotes that overall say the artists wanted to get 'paid' for their
songs, or if they said 'money' is not important, are quite different thoughts,
even though financial words were used in both instances. In this scenario, of
the 65 money-related references made, 5, or 7.6 percent, were not referring
to artists getting paid for their work. That's a very low percentage.
Interestingly, all of the people who used financial terms but did not reference
being compensated were in support of Napster. That leads to a conclusion
that most people who do not support the concept of Napster had financial
concerns about losing money.
During an analysis of artists' and their representatives' statements
about Napster and the issues of freedom and control, many of those who
were in support of Napster seemed to embrace the concept of freedom as
defined above, and those who were against it felt that way because they
wanted more control over their work. Pop star/OJ Moby, for example,
specifically said he wanted more people to experience his music, and that
money wasn't necessarily the issue (VH1 2000), while legendary artist Peter
As of the publication date. ;\apster had just thro\\1l itself "ack into the ring with a paid senice. ;-"'0\\.
it faces competition fwm "Nh other paid senices and the free sen'ices that ha\e still "een a"le h1 tly
under the radar screen.
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Gabriel felt that embracing that same viewpoint would cause young artists to
starve (Perkins 2001).
Out of the same 73 statements, 12 spoke to the concept of freedom,
24 believed in control, and a surprisingly high 49 explained their likes or
dislikes for other reasons. One important fact to note is that artists who spoke
from a purely direct financial viewpoint were counted in the "other" category,
as wanting money was not necessarily a direct link to control or freedom. In
addition, some quotes were place in two categories for counting purposes
because they addressed more than one issue.
It is interesting that some of those who identified themselves as pro-
Napster spoke about issues of control. For example, Dave Stewart of the
Eurythmics said, "Napster makes artists ask why they are not in control of
what they are doing. Artists of any worth or strength will rise up and take
control of the situation," (napster.com 6/18/01). He saw the need to focus on
control as a positive outcome of the Napster debate.
Also, those who spoke about freedom felt that the audience would by
default dictate a successful artist's career to a certain point. "Napster and all
music on the net is the new radio for today. It makes no difference to the fans,
they only want to hear what they want to hear, when they want to hear it,"
said solo artist Wayne Kramer (Iawgirl.com, 2001)
Quotes with ideas such as this were in the minority. On the opposite
side, Greg Graffin of Bad Religion, is clearly concerned about maintaining
control of his music: "It is the artist. not the consumer. not the record
company, and most importantly, not the distributor, who wields the power in
this world (Iawgirl.com, 2001 )."
In addition, some artists expressed their likes and dislikes of Napster
for reasons that fell outside the periphery of the concepts of freedom and
control. Some, like the popular act Outkast, felt that Napster could help them
foster better relationships with their fan base if they saw which songs were
being traded the most (cnn.com 9/15/2000). They could use that information
to determine play lists during live performances and better satisfy the people
who supported them.
Still, nearly half of the quotes collected had specific references to
stealing money from the artists. This seemed to be the primary motivator,
rather than a philosophical one. Far more people seemed concerned about
the potential loss of Cl personal paycheck.
The next section of this paper focuses on Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore. While
Ore believes in the need to control his music, he is also very concerned about
making every cent that he can off of his music. Chuck 0, on the other hand,
does not look at file sharing from a financial viewpoint - instead. he grasps
the idea of freedom.
The reasons why they take different viewpoints will be discussed.
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The Importance of Rap - The Music and Its Fathers
Both Dr. Ore and Chuck D have been pioneers in the rap and music
industry. Rap, which claims its roots in the oral traditions in Africa, re-
emerged in the 1800s as "pattin juba" (Shabazz, 199940), has now become
one of the most popular - and profitable - music genres. In the late 1970s,
rap began to surface as a musical force, though it was not yet commercially
successful. This is the period when Dr. Ore and Chuck 0 were young, and
they saw this form of music cropping up on both coasts - right where they
lived -- as they were maturing. Clearly, the exposure led them to enjoy the art
of rap and decide to pursue it as a career.
College radio, live performances in small clubs or parties, and selling
tapes out of car trunks were about the only avenues for artists to broadcast
and publicize their work. Themes in rap lyrics right from the beginning were
largely anti-establishment, and it struck a chord with youths. Artists, such as
Chuck D. and Dr. Ore, could relate to these youths through their music, and
have influence on them. Though rap was at first (and still is, but to a lesser
extent) primarily aimed at a black audience, listeners of other ethnic groups
also became fans when exposed to various rap artists through larger, more
mainstream channels, such as MTV. When rap group Run DMC joined with
hard rockers Aerosmith in the 80s for a cover of Aerosmith's hit single 'Walk
This Way," rap fully entered the mainstream. (Incidentally, the success of Run
DMC's rap song resurrected Aerosmith's career.) By this point. the success of
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Run DMC opened the door for Chuck D and Dr. Dre to expose mainstream
music listeners to their music and the issues they felt were important, as
reflected in their rap lyrics.
Just as different-sounding artists might fall under the category of rock
or any other musical category, several genres of rap exist and flourish. There
are some groups that run close to their pop counterparts, showing a soft,
upbeat side, primarily creating dance or party music. Others followed in Dr.
Dre's footsteps, creating a gangsta rap explosion. Still others, such as Chuck
D and his group, Public Enemy, made names for themselves by thrusting
their controversial political messages into the spotlight via a series of hard-
hitting tracks. Either way, many rappers cite one or many musical styles as
major influences.
While Dr. Dre and Chuck D fall contribute different pieces of the rap
phenomenon, they are both hailed as fathers of their specific genre within rap.
It might be surprising at first to discover that they take the exact opposite
stance on controlling their music and the future of the industry. In exploring
their backgrounds, it is easy to see what different upbringings and life
experiences the two men had. How they were raised, and how they assumed
and continued their roles in the music business, sheds light on their
philosophies and attitudes toward Napster and Internet music swapping. A
summary of both of their lives, then a comparison in light of the Napster issue,
follows.
Dr. Ore - Excess to the Core
Dr. Ore first gained national notoriety when his group NWA (Niggaz
With Attitude) broke out in the late eighties. Today, he is considered rap
music's biggest producer, as well as the founder of a successful genre of
music: gangsta rap.
Dr. Ore is often considered the most influential
rapper/producer of his time. With his straight-out-of-Compton attitude,
Ore created his own style of hip-hop; one that went beyond flashy
colorful clothes and fickle imagery, and coined the term and the
sound that has become commonly known as gangsta-rap. In the
tradition of bands like Cypress Hill and Parliament, Ore crafted his
own subculture of sound. His G-funk ethic has been carried on in acts
such as Snoop Doggy Oogg, Warren G and Ice Cube. His work in the
famous N.W.A. Collaboration, starring fellow rappers Eazy E and Ice
Cube, revolutionized the rap industry forever (rollingstone.com).
On February 18, 1965, Andre Young (Dr. Ore) was born to teenage
mother Verna Griffin in Compton, south central Los Angeles. According to
Rolling Stone magazine's Web site, Young first lived with his mother and
grandmother in a Compton housing project. He was an exceptional son and a
good student during his early life, despite the fact that his young mother was
told that he would never amount to anything (VH1, 1999).
Compton, once a relatively safe blue-collar community, had recently
fallen to gangs and violence. Growing up, the violence was hard to avoid.
Seventy percent of black men who resided in Compton during Young's
childhood were either in jail. or on parole or probation. "I grew up where there
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was a lot of drug dealing and everything that goes along with that. A lot of
violence," Young told Behind the Music (VH1, 1999).
But, he maintained that he was able to get through his childhood with
his mother's strong support and attention. "My·mother was the biggest
influence because she starting teaching us about drugs at a very young age.
You know showing us right from wrong," he said (VH1, 1999).
Young's mother worked two jobs to support him and his two siblings.
Andre, who was the oldest, often assumed a caretaker role and watched his
sister, Shamika, and brother, Tyree, when his mother was working. This
caused Young to forge a strong bond with his siblings (Kenyatta, 2001 12).
Because music was a large part of his mother's life, it soon became a
large part of Young's. Verna had a large collection of funk and soul albums,
and by the age of four, Young was entertaining people by serving as a deejay
when his mother threw parties in her home. When Andre was 15, his mother
bought him a mixer for Christmas that allowed him to play two turntables at
once. His mother reports that he stayed in his room for hours playing with his
new present and wouldn't come out, not even to eat (VH1, 1999).
Andre did well in some of his high school classes, and earned a
college scholarship in mechanical drawing (Kenyatta, 2001 14). He graduated
from high school and entered college, looking to be a music major, but then
dropped out. He told NME.com:
I was an excellent student. .. 1hated school. ..You know I
graduated from high school and went to college for t\"vO weeks
and said fuck this ....At that point when I left school, of course I
had to leave home because my mom was going fucking crazy.
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she was going batty. I went to live with my aunt who happened
to live two houses down from Ice Cube ...So everything worked
out for me, it was just fate ... 1 think leaving school was the best
thing that happened to me. I believe that school and education
is an important thing, but not for everybody....one out of every
hundred people, school is not for them (NME.com, undated )."
Nevertheless, his hobby had continued to be his passion. By age 18,
he was working as a deejay at a local club. Around this time, he created his
now-famous alias: Dr. Ore. The name was something of a tribute to Los
Angeles Lakers basketball star Julius Erving, also known as "Dr. J."
(Kenyatta, 2001 15).
Later, he spent some time with The World Class Wreckin Cru, a local
rap group with a rhythm &blues sound.
By age 21, Ore approached his childhood friend Eazy-E, who was also
a successful drug dealer in the area, and looked for financial support for a
band. N.W.A (Niggaz With Attitude) was born, with Eazy- E's financial
backing (VH1, 1999). Ore referred to himself and his role in N.W.A. as "the
organizer, the producer, making sure everything comes out right (VH 1,
1999)." N.W.A.'s first single, "Boyz-N-The Hood", was sold out of trunks of
band members' cars and was a big hit in the Compton area.
N.W.A. songs were generally about gangs, violence and street life.
Ore told the Los Angeles Times:
"People talk about how revolutionary N.W.A was and how we
had all these big ideas about how to change rap. But we were just
making it for the neighborhood...We were making stuff we knew our
friends would like (Kenyatta, 2001 21 )."
Jerry Heller, who served as N.W.A.'s manager at the time, helped
Eazy-E start a label, Ruthless Records, because Eazy was the only member
with enough financial means to do so, thanks to his drug money (VH1, 1999).
N.W.A.'s first album on Ruthless was the aptly titled "Straight Outta
Compton." According to VH1, the album "introduced the world to the brutal
realities of South Central Los Angeles, years before Rodney King (1999)."
"Straight Outta Compton" caused a stir, and, of course, that stir
resulted in large sales. Attention was drawn to a track in particular: in 1989,
MTV refused to air the video for the single, "Fuck tha Police," due to its
controversial lyrics. Of course, this made people want to hear it more.
Ore said that the single was written from his own experience, after an
evening of pranks ended with police involvement. He told a Los Angeles
Times reporter:
N.W.A. member Eazy-E and I were driving through Torrance,
and Eazy was leaning out of the window shooting people at bus stops
with these paint guns that you can buy. We were laughing our asses
off watching the people on the benches freak out because the paint
balls were red. Well, not too much later we found ourselves down on
the freeway with guns to our heads and the police were being like
real assholes. We left that experience and went into the studio and
made that song -- the same day (Kenyatta, 2001 23).
Soon later, the FBI sent a letter to Priority Records, Straight Outta
Compton's distributor, accusing them of being responsible for inciting violence
against police officers. Ore told VH1: "I have to say thanks to the FBI agent
who wrote that letter. You did a big service to us. I really appreciate that letter
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you sent. You made us a lot of money (1999)." The song ended up in the top
40 without the support of any mainstream media outlets.
One of the most life-altering moments for Ore occurred during this time
period. In 1989, Ore's brother, Tyree, was killed by the violence that N.W.A.
often sang about. A group of strangers had attacked him outside a store and
had broken Tyree's neck during the fight (Kenyatta, 2001 25). Tyree, who was
21 when he died, had reportedly idolized his older brother, following him to his
shows and even appearing in an N.W.A. video (VH1, 1999).
Ore was on tour and received the news after responding to a '911' page
by his girlfriend. His mother said the news of Tyree's death was the first time
she had seen him cry since he was a small boy (Kenyatta, 2001 25-26).
After N.W.A.'s next album sold well also, Ore began to experience the
fast life. Cars, money and women were all at his disposal, and he felt
invincible.
You could come over on Sunday morning and there's [sic] just
people laying [sic] out on the floor asleep. Girls all over the place. I
was spending money on a lot of cars, jewelry, apartments all over
town. I probably bought somewhere between eight to 10 cars.
Ferraris, I don't know how many Mercedes, Corvettes... It was dumb
shit. I blew a lot of money. I was letting people in my life that were
straight up there totally to see what they could get out of my pocket,
and I wasn't seeing it. It was just another party to me, and you gotta
have people around to have a party," he said in the Guardian, a
London newspaper (Kenyatta, 2001 24).
After 1991 's Efil4zaggaN (Niggaz4Life spelled backwards) became
another smash hit, Ore became unhappy with his record deal. He felt he
deserved more money considering all of the money N.W.A.'s recordings were
bringing to the label. However. Eazy-E. who had ownership of the label.
refused to let him out of his contract or renegotiate. Ore freed himself from the
label after hiring a threatening man, 'Suge' Knight, to 'negotiate' for him (VH 1
1999).
In 1992, Ore created Death Row Records with Suge, and enjoyed the
notoriety that came with his new partnership. He admitted he was drinking far
too much, going to far too many parties, and having his ego stroked by many.
"I was wild -- people around me were wild. There was nobody there to say,
'Yo we don't need to do that that's not cool (VH1, 1999).'"
During this time, Ore seemed to be looking for trouble, and trouble was
finding him. In the beginning of 1991, Ore was accused of the assault of Dee
Barnes (now Dee Barnes Harris), a 23-year-old host of a Fox rap show,
"Pump It Up" (Kenyatta, 2001, 27). It was on her television show that rapper
Ice Cube, a former member of N.W.A., had insulted his former bandmates,
and that had angered Dr. Ore. Barnes Harris later told VH1 's Behind the
Music: "Before I knew it, he grabbed me by my hair, picked me up and started
slamming me into a brick wall. I'm all disoriented and I'm like, 'oh man, I can't
believe Ore is doing this to me.' I was thinking, 'he's trying to kill me' (1999)."
In the same 1999 program, Ore said she exaggerated the entire
incident:. 'We had some words and she got in my face. I pushed her (1999)."
He said it wasn't what the media made it out to be, but still admits it was a
major mistake. However, in her book Black Noise, Tricia Rose cites an
interview with Ore that appeared in Rolling Stone magazine: "People talk all
this shit. but you know. somebody tucks with me, I'm gonna tuck them. I just
did it, you know. Ain't nothing you can do now by talking about it. Besides, it
ain't no big thing. I just threw her through a door (179)."
Rose went further to say that "Not surprisingly, Dee isn't his only
victim. Dre also has a reputation for beating up former girlfriends and other
young men around him (179)." She reports that Chuck D and other rappers
denounced the attack in private conversations.
Dre was arrested for battery after the incident. Barnes Harris filed a
$22.7 million civil suit that settled, reportedly in the six figures (VH 1, 1999).
Dre plead no contest to the criminal charge. He received a fine of $2,500 and
two years' probation, and was ordered to perform 240 hours of community
service. In addition, he had to produce an anti-violence public service
announcement (Kenyatta, 2001 28).
That brush with the law was not enough for Dre. The next year, Dre
was arrested twice, back to back. The first time, he was convicted of
assaulting a rap producer and breaking his jaw. The fine was larger this time -
- $10,000 - and he had to spend 90 days under house arrest (Kenyatta, 2001
29). Later that year, Dre was booked for battery against a police officer,
inciting a riot, resisting arrest and causing criminal damage after an incident
at a New Orleans hotel (Kenyatta, 2001 30). Dre was shot during the incident
and faced leg surgery, according to VH1 (1999).
At about the same time, Dre released a solo album titled The Chronic,
which featured other artists. Now Dre was even wealthier -- his venture into
melodic rap had sold 8 million copies (VH 1. 1999) - and he was able to buy a
Ferrari with the proceeds. In 1994, after a bout of drinking, he decided to test
out the new car to see how fast it could go. He reached 140 mph down
Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles, and got the attention of the police, who
started a chase. He pleaded no contest to drunk driving, but the act was a
violation of his earlier probation (VH 1, 1999). At age 28, Ore began a 5-month
work release jail sentence in Pasadena County Jail.
The jail sentence marked a change in Ore's life, and being in a cell
gave him time to think.
"To be honest, prison was probably the best thing that could
have happened to me in my life," Ore told The Guardian. "Everything
was happening so fast, the success I was having, all the money
coming in, all the girls, all the partying. I never had a chance to say,
'Yo, what do I want life to hold?' I had to fine myself. And it was crazy.
I saw a confused individual. A guy that wasn't sure what he really
wanted out of life. It mad [sic] me say, 'Yo, man, fuck those streets,
fuck everything that's going on out there on those streets. Is this the
life I wanna lead, or do I wanna be a businessman, be able to take
care of my family, chill out, have fun and make money while I'm
sleeping?'(Kenyatta, 2001 45)
From then on, Ore decided to change his ways and become a different
person. According to an unauthorized biography on Ore, the rap producer
looked to his slain brother as his guardian angel watching over him, and that
helped him turn the corner (Kenyatta, 2001 45). While in jail, Ore found out
that Eazy-E, his childhood friend, former bandmate and ex-boss, was dying of
AIDS. One of Ore's greatest wishes was to make things right, since the two
had been fighting for years. When Ore got to his bedside, Eazy-E was
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unconscious. He died a few dates later. and Ore was not able to reconcile
with him (VH 1, 1999). It remains one of his biggest regrets.
Nevertheless, Dre made an effort to continue on the right path. In
March of 1996, Dre publicly announced was leaving Death Row records. It
had been a source of problems in Dre's life, and his partner Suge Knight's
violent tendencies would no longer fit with his lifestyle. He began his own
label, aptly naming it "Aftermath," and began working as a producer to several
high-profile rap artists, including Eminem and Snoop Doggy Dog.
In 1998, he appeared in fellow rapper Eminem's video, "Guilty
Conscience." In it, Dre denounces violence by portraying the one side of the
conscience of a young man about to commit a crime, while Eminem plays the
other. In one verse, Eminem asks why the man should listen to Dre, given his
past brushes with the law. Dre responds with: "He don't [sic] need to go the
same route that I went."
As another sign of Dr. Dre beginning to settle down, Dre married his
longtime girlfriend, Nicole, and moved his wife and children to San Fernando
Valley (Kenyatta, 2001 49). He credits his wife with helping him see straight
and clean up his act. "I've calmed down drastically. She's definitely a major
part of me taking time out to smell the roses," Dre told VH 1 in 1999's Behind
the Music.
Since then, he has remained a respected producer. In 2001, he
branched out into another medium: he starred in his first movie, Training Day,
which went on to become a hit. He also starred in an acting project with
Snoop Dogg, and from 2002 to the present, is featured in Coor's lite beer
commercials.
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However, as the Napster controversy began to brew, Dr. Ore found
himself an unlikely spokesman for the anti-Napster contingency. Next to
Metallica's Lars Ulrich, he was undoubtedly the most interviewed about the
subject and his beliefs about online music distribution. But he didn't only
speak out - he took action by going into the Napster program and taking
down the aliases of those who posted and downloaded his music. He
presented the list to Napster and demanded that the users be banned from
the system. In July, 2001, Ore and Ulrich both settled with Napster, receiving
an unspecified sum from the embattled company, and stating that he might
offer his work for the paid subscription-based Napster version, when it goes
live.
Interestingly, Ore was sued in 2000 for copyright infringement by
George Lucas' Lucasfilm Ltd., the very thing he went after Napster for.
According to E! Online, Lucas' company claimed that Ore stole its "THX Deep
Note" sound and used it in the beginning of his multi-platinum disc, 2001
(Armstrong 2000).
Chuck 0: Voice of Change
"Chuck's mouth is his gun, and words are his bullets. "
- Russell Simmons (Mr. Showbiz, 2001)
Nearly three thousand miles away, in 1960, Carlton Ridenhour was
born. Years later, under the stage name Chuck 0, Ridenhour would change
the music landscape with politically charged, controversial rap with his band,
Public Enemy. Public Enemy is widely regarded for being the most influential
rap group of the late 80s (Erlewine, 2001).
"With his powerful, authoritative baritone, lead rapper Chuck 0 rhymed
about all kinds of social problems, particularly those plaguing the black
community, often condoning revolutionary tactics and social activism. In the
process, he directed hip-hop towards an explicitly self-aware, pro-Black
consciousness that became the culture's signature throughout the next
decade (Erlewine, 2001 )."
A Flushing, Queens, native, Chuck moved to Queensbridge when he
was an infant. The son of middle-class activist parents (Chuck's father owned
a furniture shop in Queens (Ridenhour, 199772)), he was always a witness to
adults with strong views. His parents were young when he was growing up,
and he said they had radical views about politics and social issues. Both
Chuck and his mother wore afros, and he recalls that his developmental years
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took place right in the middle of the Black Power movement (Ridenhour, 1997
27)
" 'Whatever you do, don't go to war for this country. Be a
conscientious objector.' My mother's stern warning to me as a
very young man in the mid-sixties is one of my clearest
memories of that chaotic period. For many young people who
are part of the the Hip-Hop Nation today, the Vietnam War and
the turbulent 1960s is a period that they read about in history
books - not for me. I actually lived through that and was
personally affected and shaped by the pervasive antiwar, civil
rights, and Black Power sentiments as a child.
I remember being at the crib and someone knocking on
the door to serve my uncles with draft papers. They were
eighteen years old, fresh out of high school, and headed to war.
One never came back, killed in the line of duty. My other
uncle came back with a Purple Heart, and shrapp in his leg. I
remember my brother and I not knowing what a Purple Heart
medal was, and using it as a decoration for my GI Joe.
I was born in 1960, and spent the first ten years of my life
soaking in what was going on around me. I was surrounded by
it: the assassinations, the chaos, the race riots. It was all part of
the everyday conversation (Ridenhour, 1997 25-26).
Three of his most prominent childhood memories were assassinations:
those of Dr. Martin Luther King, Malcolm X, and Black Panther members Fred
Hampton and Mark Clark.
Chuck said his parents always made sure he knew the importance of
thinking for himself (Ridenhour,1 997 28). This principle has followed him his
entire life.
At the age of 11, Chuck moved to Roosevelt, Long Island, outside of
New York City. He describes Roosevelt as a tight-knit town where he was
"awestruck" by such a strong sense of community (Saunier, 1998). In the
early 70s, he watched the scope of the community change from a mixed
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community to 96 percent black (Saunier, 1998). He later credited the
supportive Roosevelt environment with keeping him on track later in life.
"We were a black community. Black fathers were not just
fathers to their own children, but they responded and
contributed in different ways to the entire community, doing
things like running the Boys Club, coaching the Pee Wee
football teams, baseball teams, and the junior basketball
leagues. Youngsters who didn't have fathers in their homes had
their coaches, and there were also more male teachers then
(Ridenhour, 199729)."
Like many of the children in his community, Chuck attended summer
educational programs at Adelphi and Hofstra universities. Those programs,
he said, were started to supplement school-year education for students who
weren't getting what they should out of a school-year curriculum, and
continued to encourage him to challenge the status quo and ask questions.
He, along with future Public Enemy bandmates Professor Griff and Hank
Shocklee, took courses such as African drumming, Swahili, and African
culture and history (Ridenhour, 199730). His experience there made him
decide to attend one of those colleges after he graduated. He decided on
Adelphi.
When he graduated from high school in 1979, he enrolled at Adelphi
for graphic design and immediately proceeded to goof off. He was dismissed
for a large number of incompletes in his courses after his freshman year.
Chuck admitted that he treated college as a place to hang out, party and meet
people, not a place to go to classes. "By the next May, I got my report card,
and I figured if I kept staring at them maybe something would change. It read
50
'1-1-1-1,' I received about seven I's and at the bottom it said, 'No.'" (Ridenhour,
1997, 59). It took Chuck three semesters to finish his coursework, and he was
finally readmitted in 1981.
During this time off, he worked and attended more parties. New York
students couldn't get enough of hip hop, and Chuck would sing as deejays
played. When he met Hank Shocklee at an Adelphi party, he didn't approach
him for a musical partnership, but merely to give advice. Chuck had seen
some flyers promoting Hank's shows around town, and the graphic artist in
him told him that more people would attend hip hop shows if they were
advertised with better-designed flyers. Though Chuck reports in his book,
Fight the Power, that Hank wasn't interested in his artistic advice, but instead
his voice and ideas (60). Chuck ended up joining Spectrum City, Shocklee's
ensemble, working as an emcee and deejay at parties and clubs (Ridenhour,
1997, 61).
When Chuck and his group started making mix tapes, he reported that
everyone wanted them, but they were a hard sell at $10. Always looking to
get better publicity, he thought radio would be the next good option. After all,
people could tape his radio show and get the same material without having to
pay $10, and he would get the word out about his band and the music he
enjoyed.
He approached the Adelphi student station, WBAU. After being
directed to a hip-hop deejay there, Bill Stephney, Chuck saw that "the
chemistry was right. and we hit it off immediately (Ridenhour 1997, 62).
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Chuck and his friends were guests on Stephney's show, and thus hit it off
with listeners too. After a few weeks, a record number of calls came in to the
radio station during the hip-hop show. Thing were looking up from there.
When Stephney was promoted to program director, he gave Chuck a
Saturday night show of his own, which he called the "Super Spectrum Mix
Hour." The show used unsigned talent, along with the music mixes Chuck
would make to fill an entire show because there weren't enough rap albums
at the time to fill the full slot.
Chuck fell in love with lyrics and their power during this time in his life.
He noted in his book, Fight the Power, that while a new word could be seen in
print and not catch on for six months or more, it could be all over the street
within a week of a song's release (Ridenhour, 1997 71-2).
Chuck D started making a few singles, but didn't want to be involved
with a record company because he heard horror stories about the business
from acts who had been on his show. Rick Rubin, who co-founded the then
fledgling Def Jam records, worked hard to sign Chuck after hearing one of his
singles, "Public Enemy No.1," on the radio show. "Chuck D was reluctant, but
he eventually developed a concept for a literally revolutionary hip-hop group -
one that would be driven by sonically extreme productions and socially
revolutionary politics (Erlewine, 2001)". After Run DMC exploded onto the
scene and he saw the future of rap music beginning to unfold before him, he
finally decided he should join them and sign with a label.
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After Chuck 0 finished school, he began working as a film processor at
a photo developing lab, then later as a messenger for another lab. He often
wrote lyrics while making his deliveries.
When performing, Chuck has said he prefers to be in the background,
working as a "director" and developer of the group. He took credit for
developing the wide range of eccentric characters that made up his new
collaborative group, from Flavor Flav to Terminator X (Ridenhour 1997 81-
82). The name, Public Enemy, evolved after the group realized the term kept
appearing in their songs.
Chuck 0 explains: "The sociopolitical meaning of Public Enemy came
after we decided the group would be called that, because the meanings and
connections of what we were about fit right in. The Black man and woman
was considered three-fifths of a human being in the Constitution of the United
States. Since the government and the general public follow the Constitution,
then we must be the enemy (Ridenhour 1997 86)."
Chuck 0 was different from many rappers in that he didn't spend a lot
of time bragging about himself in his lyrics. He felt there were more important
things to say and more important messages to get across to his fans.
Because of the controversial topics Chuck 0 wrote about in his lyrics,
his songs were bound to get looked at more closely. But it was the notorious
statement he made that rap was "the Black CNN" that drew further attention
to his lyrical voice. He felt rap "relat[ed] to what was happening in the inner
city in a way that mainstream media could not project (Hip Online, 1997-
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2000). Many topics and important issues for blacks were simply ignored,
Chuck believed, because the media, the music business and other important
organizations are controlled by white people. If it weren't for rap, messages
and news pertinent to him had no other way of getting out.
In 1987, Public Enemy joined the Licensed to III tour headed by the
Beastie Boys. The group's full-length debut album, "Yo! Bum Rush the Show,"
was getting popular, especially in Europe. The followup album, "It Takes a
Nation of Millions To Hold Us Back," was released shortly thereafter and did
even better.
Public Enemy made it a point to have exciting, energetic shows to
make the group stand out from other rap acts and develop a solid fan base all
over the world. In the spring of 1990, Public Enemy's Fear of a Black Planet
landed in the top 10 of the pop charts, and the singles, "911 is a Joke,"
"Brothers Gonna Work It Out," and "Can't Do Nuttin' for Ya Man," were top 40
R&B hits (Hip Online, 1997-2000).
The rappers also made it a priority to tour all over the world, rather
than focus on the U.S. (the latter was a strategy that was common for most
rap musicians). In addition, Public Enemy reached out to untapped audiences
by touring with popular bands outside their genre, including British "gothic"
alternative band the Sisters of Mercy, super rock group U2, and metal group
Anthrax. By doing so, he quickly expanded his fan base.
Chuck D's career wasn't without controversy. In fact, controversy
followed him wherever he went. Public Enemy's popular, top-five album
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"Apocolypse '91,' for example, featured a song titled, "By the Time I Get to
Arizona." The track was about Martin Luther King's birthday, and how Arizona
government officials refused to recognize it as a national holiday. The
accompanying video included a reenactment of MLK's assassination, spliced
with protest and riot footage. It ended with further images of violence and
assassinations (Mr. Showbiz, 2001). People were upset that Public Enemy
associated King's image with violence, and MTV pulled the plug on the video.
Chuck 0 has maintained over the years that his ideas are not always
popular, but he never holds back on a topic he feels needs to be explored or
addressed. 'When I write explicit lyrics and develop politically charged
concepts for songs, the idea that I have in the forefront of my mind is to speak
unwaveringly and unequivocally for the concerns of Black people and to
present issues from a Black viewpoint and interpretation (Ridenhour, 1997
195)," Chuck 0 wrote in his autobiography.
Other band members also caused trouble for Chuck D. In 1989,
Professor Grif made disparaging comments to a reporter about Jewish people
(among the comments was a belief that Jews are responsible for "the majority
of the wickedness that goes on across the globe (musicplex.com)," and the
transcript was sent to various media outlets. Many were outraged. Chuck 0,
as leader of Public Enemy, tried to ignore the problem, which he says was a
mistake (Ridenhour, 1997 226). The negative attention was too much -- It
exploded to the point where Professor Griff was asked to leave the band.
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The public perception of the group having very extremist views was thus
solidified.
Further, Flavor Flav had several run-ins with the law, stemming from
guns and weapons charges, and his continued troubles didn't reflect well on
the group.
In 1989, when Public Enemy performed the theme to Spike Lee's
movie, Do the Right Thing, the group had another hit on its hands, but also
sparked more controversy. The song had unsavory references to Elvis and
Jon Wayne, two American icons, though Chuck D claimed that he was
attacking the institutions of these men, not the men themselves.
In the late 90s, Chuck D hit the lecture circuit, released a solo album,
The Autobiography of Mista Chuck, and released his autobiographical book,
"Fight the Power." He began to appear on the Fox news channel as a
commentator, and a guest on the talk show Politically Incorrect.
"If the avenues [in media] are there, why not fill 'em? There's not a lot
of black people in the media and we need to balance the coverage of us
being thrown in jail, singing, dancing and throwing a basketball," he told the
Toronto Sun (Nazareth, 1998).
He has also done a variety of charity work, including working for the
Rock the Vote campaign, which works to get young people to the polls each
election year. Chuck is a family man, raising three kids: Jeremy, Dominique
and Djira, and he rarely stays away from them for more than a few days,
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according to the Toronto Sun (Nazareth, 1998). He also loves to talk about
sports.
In addition, Chuck 0 started rapstation.com, a place on the Internet for
new rap artists to be showcased, as well as a place for him to put news and
articles of interest to him and his fans. In 2004, he joined the staff of Air
America as a political commentator.
As the Napster debate reared its head, Chuck 0 was further catapulted
into the national spotlight. He became a minority figure in the music world, as
an artist who supported Napster (at least publicly) as a way for artists to
publicize themselves, especially if their record companies were letting them
down or controlling their work. He parlayed this new fame into many speaking
engagements, as well as interviews with print and broadcast media. He
explained:
"My whole thing isn't to eradicate the middle area but to balance
it out, to force the marketplace to be shared. I can't tell you what
the Internet will do specifically for Shania Twain, Robbie
Williams or 'NSYNC -- people who dominate the traditional
areas. But I can tell you that, for hip-hop and rap music globally,
this unites it into a whole different new thing (Grant, 1999)."
In May 2000, Chuck 0 released the following statement regarding
Napster, which was printed in newspapers and magazines throughout the
world:
"Unlike many of my fellow artists, I support the sharing of
music files on the Internet.
The Recording Industry Association of America has sued
Napster, the Internet application that helps people find, copy
and share songs free of charge on the Web, arguing that it
encourages users to violate copyright laws. Some artists have
57
spoken out against Napster as a threat to their livelihoods, and
most recently, Dr. Ore and the band have become involved in
lawsuits against the seNice.
But I believe that artists should welcome Napster. We
should think of it as a new kind of radio - a promotional tool that
can help artists who don't have the opportunity to get their
music played on mainstream radio or on MTV.
As someone who has been connected to hip-hop and rap
music for 22 years, I've seen how difficult it has become for the
majority of artists, songwriters, producers and independent
labels to get their music to the fans directly, without signing with
a major label and subjecting themselves to rules that are in the
best interest of the label.
Beginning in the late 1980s when video hit the scene,
record companies upped the ante on what it took to promote
and market a song, totally squeezing the small, independent
entrepreneur out of the distribution game.
Now, with most radio stations playing popular favorites
and with the high cost of making and distributing music videos, it
is almost impossible for an independent record producer or an
artist to get music to fans.
I believe this structure has hurt the artist more than
someone passing a song around free of charge.
Not that most artists ever have much say about how their
work is marketed and sold, anyhow. Most contracts only
guarantee artists a few cents in royalties from each record sold.
And if a song doesn't become a hit, the label can cease selling it
but still own rights to it forever.
The major labels have also benefited from being a step
ahead on the technology that allows the listener to hear and
keep music. As the technology progressed from phonograph to
stereo hi-fis, eight-track, cassettes and CDs, record companies
have been the only ones able to repackage the music they own
to fit the new format.
And in fact, when companies like Sony bought record
companies, they gained control of the music to add to their
control of the devices needed to hear it.
The last straw was the CD period, when labels increased
their markup without raising artists' royalties in kind. At the same
time, record companies created the concept of a disposable
artist; with jacked-up marketing and promotional costs, record
companies stopped nurturing career artists. They have been
able to fatten profits by flipping small batches of artists in and
out.
That is today's music industry.
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Well, Napster has been a thorn in that bull's side. By
exposing people to music, companies like Napster are creating
a new fan interest and establishing a new infrastructure for
unknown artists to attract an audience - a new radio for the new
millennium.
But the question remains: Will the corporations that
dominate concede to sharing the musical marketplace?
We'll see.
Until then, we will slowly see formations of new rules and
regulations that will eventually support many more artists than
the record companies of yesterday.
The Internet has created a new planet for musicians to
explore, and I'm with that." 8
, As reprinted in the Ott.1WJ Citizen newspaper on ~Iay 24. 2000.
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Comparison - Two Rappers, Two Different Paths
It is clear that Chuck 0 and Dr. Ore have arrived at different opinions
about copyright, the music industry, and the Napster controversy, even
though they are attracted to the same genre of music within that industry. The
two artists seem to have developed distinct points of view based on other
factors, including their respective environments and their moral beliefs. Both
had very different support networks growing up, as well as different groups of
friends. Both had strong influence on their respective ideologies.
As stated before, the rappers both had a core set of facts on which
they both agreed. Copyright infringement had proven to be illegal in many
instances by the courts, and it was clear that this kind of illegal activity was
happening on Napster. Both artists were aware that every traded song
represented a potential lost sale of a CD. But while Dr. Ore took a "by the
book" approach to these facts, Chuck 0 looked at Napster's impact in a more
global sense.
Dr. Ore is obviously out to protect himself and his work, and feels he
should be compensated for anything involved regarding the music he has a
creative stake in. And although he enjoys it, music is a means to an end, and
as Ore states, it puts food on the table for his family. Chuck 0, however, sees
the music industry (and his role in it) in a larger sense: music is for the benefit
of the fans and for the artists at the same time. It is a vehicle to have
messages be heard, and to some extent, the music he creates is owned by
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the people who choose to listen. Without legions of happy fans, who
ultimately supply the funds that allow the artists' bills to be paid, there
wouldn't be artists who could make music for a living.
Both musicians believe their philosophies are the "truth," but they
arrive at their truths in different ways. According to Canadian writer O. Smillie,
there is an "intricate, complicated value system that drives scientific
controversies, as the combatants balance political and moral considerations
with scientific 'facts' ...how facts can be interpreted and re-interpreted to
support any viewpoint, even ones that seem diametrically opposed (2000)."
Dr. Ore and Chuck 0 both have the same facts available to them, and
can choose how to interpret them in their favor. Almost like characters in their
own performance, they took center stage, duking it out in the press with each
new development, along with a handful of their peers. This public "duel" and
the way it takes place is nothing new; it occurs in a similar fashion during the
discussion and development of other controversies.
Chuck 0 has never been afraid to take a different road. He bases a
lot of his beliefs on the teachings of Malcolm X and the Nation of Islam, and is
very rooted in the idea of community. He said in 1991: "The Nation of Islam
gets a lot of bad ink, but what is white America going to say for an
organization that builds strong black men? (Shabazz, 1999 48)."
In addition to being strong, he always emphasizes the
importance of being positive. Chuck 0 said in an interview:
"Negativity, you know, is very easy to spread. Positivity is
rowing upstream where you want the end result to be peace,
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love and harmony for all coexisting species on the planet as well
as your fellow man and woman. And that's the ultimate
goal. ...The concept of race is silly and stupid. I mean, the fact
that people judge on their individual characteristics is a wicked,
White supremacy plan that is spread all over the world. And it is
so saturated in the West that a lot of people just can't get [out]
from underneath those concepts (Saunier, 1998)."
Ore has instead focused on the high life and riches that music can
bring. No religion or other "worldly" philosophy is mentioned in his
biographical information or interviews. His need for material possessions and
the fast life that comes with money and fame is well documented. In addition,
his music doesn't tend to evoke a positive message like Chuck D's does.
Instead, he chooses to focus on inner-city living and the problems that being
black in America can bring.
Chuck 0 claims to have never taken drugs or ingested a drop of
alcohol in his life. He took pride in being a member of an all-black
community. This concept was uplifting to Chuck 0, but Dr. Ore did not see his
all-black environment in the same way. It would be interesting to see how Ore
might have turned out had he grown up in Chuck D's supportive
neighborhood, with well-educated, family-oriented parents.
Instead, Ore maintains a leader-of-a-gang persona, though he is
stepping away from that a bit as he gets older and raises a family. NME.com
asked Ore if he would meet the 20-year-old version of himself at this point in
his life, if he would like him:
"Aw! That's a different question! I never got asked that
one! Heh, heh, heh! That's a good one! Would I like him? You
know what? I would have to say yes and no. I think I would like
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the person but I would hate his ways. The immaturity, the
fucking, um, because I was wild, I was a wild kid, man. I would
just party all the time. Womanising [sic] and - I would definitely
like the person if I was with them solo. I would love them. But if I
was with that person at a club I would hate them. Obnoxious,
wild, careless - I was really obnoxious. You got to realise that
when I was 20 years old, I had a house, a Mercedes, a Corvette
and a million dollars in the bank before I could buy alcohol
legally. And taking a guy that grew up the way I did, out of
Compton and put him in this fucking mansion, you couldn't tell
me shit at that time. It was pretty bad, actually, now I think about
it. But I got through it. I grew up. (NME.com, year unknown)."
This attitude is very different from the one that Chuck 0 portrays. It is
evident that Chuck 0 is trying to pass on the values instilled in him by his
parents to his children, and his community. And, like his father did before him,
his teachings go beyond his offspring to the community at large. He was
never involved with the troubles Ore refers to as a young man. Chuck works
to instill respect in the next generation, and works to make sure they don't
have a future that's similar to Ore's past.
For example, Chuck 0 told a reporter that when he goes into his
children's schools, he doesn't allow other students to call him by his rap stage
name:
"I know how it is when I go to their schools. It's a big deal, but
you have to shatter that. Some kid will say, 'Hey look, there's
Chuck 0.' I'm like, 'No, I'm this child's father to you buddy,' " he
says. "You've got to let them know that hey, I'm grown. I'm an
adult, and first and foremost, you call me Mister .... I'm not
going to have a kid who's eight years old think they're talking to
me like I'm his peer. That's crazy. (Boettcher, 1999)"
Chuck D's philosophy of internal power has made a clear leap to how
he deals with the music industry. "You should control what your interests are
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and not let your interests control you (Boettcher, 1999)," Chuck D told and
interviewer in 1999. His view is to give power to the people, rather than the
record industry. Music is a way to promote positivity and peace. Ore, on the
other hand, wants to internalize his power. He is more concerned with himself
than how the community is impacted by what he says and does. Napster, to
him, is not a way to spread the word about his music, it's a way to prevent
him from getting his next big paycheck.
Dr. Ore wants to have control of his music, but Chuck 0 argues that
artists who are signed to labels don't have much control anyway. He believes
that the record companies control marketing, distribution, and in many cases,
content of CDs, as well as an artist's image. Due to what he would call an
archaic system in need of an overhaul, the record companies are influencing
what is heard by the public by determining which artists get focused on and
how they are presented. If a record company doesn't like an artist, he or she
won't get heard. Chuck 0 believes a music delivery vehicle such as Napster
would give some power back to the musicians while also allowing the people
to hear music the way in which it was intended.
According to Chuck D, "I have the belief that 95 percent of music is
free for fans right now anyway. Only five percent of music is bought, and that
five percent drives the music business. Right now, the industry has always
prided itself on driving the enthusiasm of the audience. Now they're having to
fight against the enthusiasm of the audience. Now, for the first time, the fans
have gotten the technology before the industry (Ferris 2000)."
Because Dr. Ore is successful under the old system, he is resistant to
change, while Chuck 0 embraces change. He acknowledges that Napster is
"parasitic (hystericalhumor.com, 6/6/01 )," but sees Napster as a catalyst to
overhaul a system that's outdated and doesn't benefit the artists. Chuck 0
has embraced the typical role of an activist, which is something he has done
all of his life as an outspoken supporter of many causes, from helping children
to motivating the black community. Chuck 0 is seen often on news programs
and interviewed in articles about his views on the subjects he's passionate
about.
Dr. Ore is not nearly as visible, and he does not go out of his way to
speak his mind about social injustice. This is a likely result of spending his
childhood under the radar screen. Growing up in a community where there
was a lot of violence, and a lack of support from those other than his
immediate family, it is easy to see why Ore did not want to stick his neck out.
Remaining quiet could draw attention away from him and keep him out of
trouble. Music was an outlet for a safe form of attention. Through his
performances, under a rapper's persona, he would have positive
consideration from his community without as much personal risk.
Chuck 0 is wealthy in his own right, but was taught as a child to not sit
back and let the world go by. He claims that when the Internet becomes a
global distributor, successful artists who relied on the record companies to
take care of them and promote them would need to work harder to have
success. Fans would no longer have to pay for a full CD for only a few good
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songs surrounded by filler (Ferris 2000). Each song would have to be good
for fans to want it. Ore is in a situation where he has far more control over his
music than others, since he has a label, but is not considering how other
artists are caught up in the system. He was fortunate to achieve success at a
young age, so hasn't had as much of a struggle professionally as many other
artists.
Clearly, the different backgrounds of the two men lead to different
viewpoints on their careers and music-sharing's impact on them. Ore's
upbringing and history of privation has led to a capitalistic greed view of life.
Chuck 0 has a far more worldy view, because of his higher level of education
and a more nurturing childhood environment. In other words, Ore's focus is on
himself; Chuck D's focus is more global.
Ullica Segerstrale provides a good analogy of these types of different
personalities in the opening part of Defenders of the Truth, by comparing the
sociobiology debate to an opera. There are characters, a valiant struggle, and
heroes and villains. The audience takes sides, and waits eagerly to see how
the story pans out in the end. Colleagues in the field add their own fuel to the
fire. "Everyone sings their part, the emotions and language is overwrought,
alliances shift, and we (the audience) are eventually left drained from the
experience (Smillie, 2000)." The analogy rings particularly true in the Napster
debate, since the musicians are performers by trade. The drama isn't played
out on the stage, but rather in the newspapers and the courtroom. Very rarely
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do artists get together to discuss their feelings. Instead they respond to other
published statements.
Segerstale points out how controversies can be manufactured to
support one side or the others desire to further shift a debate in the direction
he or she desires. In the Napster case, Dr. Ore is following the status quo,
and he has plenty of support to back him up. The music industry is behind
him, since its income and livelihood is at stake. He is not taking any risks by
following the clear majority. Chuck 0, however, swoops in, trying to change
the world. It's a quality that Chuck 0 recognizes about himself: He was
always encouraged to speak his mind, even if it differed from the majority,
and even if he risked being ostracized for his views.
It all comes down to the fact that people bring their own baggage to
everything they do. The human factor can never be discounted in what those
of opposite viewpoints can bring to a controversy. It serves to drive the beliefs
of the people involved, even when they are fact with the same facts and the
same outcome possibilities. This fact is discussed in Segerstrale's book in
reference to sociobiology.
"... [I]n the end, we see that the whole 'sociobiology debate' wasn't
really a scientific debate at all. The moral and political arguments were what
created and drove the controversy all along. And Segerstrale reminds us all
too strongly of something that's easily forgotten ... that science is (and always
will be) a human pursuit. Driven by the same human emotions that drive all
other pursuits. As Segerstrale says herself in the book's final words, two
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features often thought alien to science - emotion and belief - turn out to be
omnipresent. They may not drive science, but they do drive scientists (Smillie,
2000)".
Surprisingly, Napster's existence and its downfall is working to change
the music industry and how it packages and sells its goods. The fact that
more music listeners are looking for their music in a digital format has finally
caused the industry to respond by offering them a way to buy it piece by
piece, just like buying a shirt at the Gap's online store. While there will always
be a method to get free music downloads on the Web, it is clear that many
people are also willing to pay for what they listen to. It will be interesting to
see how this concept plays out in the future, and how the music industry
continues to change to keep up with the public's demand.
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